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Research Note 52-26

CONSTRUCTION OF CRITERION INSTRUMENTS FOR THE VALIDATION
OF THE COUNTERINTELLIGENCE CORPS TEST BATTERY

In 1947, the Director of Personnel and Administration, in response to a
request by the Director of Intelligence, directed TAG, PR and P Branch, to
conduct necessary studies leading to the development of a test battery for
the selection of Counter Intelligence Corps agents. The report wvhich follows
will describe the rationale and development of an instrument for the collection
of oriterion data.

In CIC investigative work it is difficult to secure on-the-job evaluations
of agent performance. Theoretically, 1t would be desirable to evaluate an agent
vhile observing him during actual investigative interviews. Howvever, the
presence of a third person would likely vitiate the success of the interview.

The problem of determining an adequate criterion against which to validate
the experimental test battery was discussed with representatives from the CIC
Center, Fort Holabird, Maryland. As a result of these discussions, it vas
decided that the composite criterion should include supervisor's and associate's
evaluations of the agents' on-the-job performance, and some type of evaluation
of investigative reports submitted by the agents. Report evaluation was con-
sidered desirable because it involved the judging of a product, rather than a
recording of the sudbjective estimate of observed dbehavior. In CIC work, it
appeared, there was little opportunity for close observation of behavior;
consequently, ratings of Job proficiency would be much more subject to bias.

A large number of CIC agent reports were obtained with a view to the
development of job analysis data regarding the duties performed by agents.
It vas planned to construct a set of rating scales (from this "job analysis"
data) vhich would allow evaluation of the most pertinent factors involved in
agent performance.

A set of twenty rating scales vas constructed according to the above-
mentioned plan. However, before the scales were submitted to the printers for
reproduction, research data from other programs became available. These cast
doudbt on the wisdom of the proposed plan of attack. In these other programs,

a similar method of approach had been used for criterion ecale construction,
i.e., involving the use of Jjob analysis data. It was found that ratings on these
Job analysis scales interocorrelated so highly that essentially the same results
could have been obtained with the use of a single rating scale of over-all Jjodb
proficiency. Therefore, it was decided to use a single rating scale for the

CIC study, and to obtain multiple ratings vherever possidble. Such an approach
vould represent a major savings in time required for administration of the
scales, and would consequently result in less of the agents' time being taken
from their investigative duties.

An expert CIC report reviewer was obtained to evaluate uncorrected copies
of reports submitted from the field. The proposed procedure would require each
headquarters or detachment to submit five uncorrected agent's reports prepared
by each agent, to the CIC Center. The expert reviewer would then evaluate the
reports on a specially-constructed rating form.
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Deciefon ae to the final procedure was to be withheld untll e sufflclent
sempling and reviewing of reporte could be accomplished. After a& conelderable
number of reporte had been received, 1t became apparent that the reporte were
not In uncorrected form--that the field Installatlons were submitting the best
poesible reporte in final form, thue vitlating the report evaluation.

An alternative procedure was established which would provide for the
immedlate supervisor or reviewer in the field to evaluate uncorrected reporte,
thus removing the stigma of having "work samples" submitted to the highest
anthority, i{.e., the CIC Center. Thie latter procedure wonld also tend to tnsure
the obtaining of essentially uncorrected reporte at the inittlal atage of review.

In developing the form to be used for report evaluation, 1t was belleved
that a common metric should be employed.

The advantagee of & common metrlc for criterion purposes llee In the fact
that various criterta sre expreseed In directly comparable unite. Aleo, the
welphting of criterion elemente can be obtained directly, in accordance with
thelr intrinsic Importance to the efficlency of the Job or organization.
Further, uee of time as a common metric ineuree equal units between pointe on
the continuum.

A report evaluatlon form wae developed which utilized three scales which
embodied the deairable feature of a common metric as well as directly
observable bases of Judgment. The unit of measurement employed was expressed
in terme of "time required to correct" the various typee of errore found in the
reports,

The flret scale required the reviewer to record the amount of time required
for correcting errors on each of the five reporte which did not require con-
tacting the agent. That 1e, these errors neceees!tated only editorial
correction and did not reflect upcn the quality of the agent's Investigation.

The second scale required the reviewer to record the amount of time taken
for correcting errore which necessitated contacting the agent. These errore
were of euch a nature that clarification or further information wes needed
from the agent to complete the report: however, they did not require additional
fleld work on the part of the agent.

The third scale was concerned with errore in the report which would require
the agent to undertake additional field investigation, l.e., whether one
additionel contact wee required, two or more additional contacte required, or
wvhether the errors were such that complete reinvestigation was required. Also,
the reviewer wee to Indicate the amount of time usually required for each of
these degreea of reinvest!gation.

In additlon to the scalee for report eveluatlion, blanke were provided on
the criterion form for recording such information ae the number of monthe
the revlewer had known the agent, the number of his uncorrected reports the
reviever had eeen, the number of cases completed by the agent during the last
8lx monthe, number of hie cases which required reinvestigation, and number of
hlg reports returned for rewriting.
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The final form of the criterion instrument, together with the directione
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Appendix I

CIC CRITERION FORM AND 8.0.P.
FOR REPORT EVALUATION
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CIC CRITERION FORM PART II

RATING SCALE
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CIC CRITERION FORM PART [
REPORT EVALUATION
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(Read through entire Directions before completing this form)

REPORT EVALUATION
CIC CRITERION FORM PART I

I. General

Part I of the CIC Criterion Form is to be completed only by those persons
who in the course of their work review a representative sample of the agents'
uncorrected case reporte. These reviewers may be detachment commanders, opera-
tions officers, assistant operatione officers or officers in any other similar
category. Evaluation by more than one report reviewer will be secured if
poesible. The individuel most directly concerned with review of the given
agents reports should, however, always be included. These report evaluations
must be independently completed by each reviewer.

Each reviewer will select the lest 5 representative reporte submitted by
the agent. Use uncorrected reporte. The reports will then be evaluated on
Part I of the CIC Criterion Form.

II. Directione for Completion

A, Identifying Information
In the upper left corner enter:
1. The Code Number of this MaJjor Command.

2. The Code Number for the region or similar next largest command
cheannel under this MaJjor Command.

3., The Code Number for the detachment or similarly designated unit
to which you are assigned or attached.

4, Your Code Number,
5. The ratee man number or Code Number of th« agent whose report
you are now evaluating. Only ons agent can be rated on each

report evaluation form.

6. BE SURE THE CODE NUMBERS YOU ENTER ARE CdRRECT.



B.

T. Complete the blanke in the top center of the pago.

8. The question, "How many of hie caees required reinveetigating?"
Ies to be interpreted as "... required some degree of reinvesti-
gation through some fault, oversight, etc., of the agent."

Report Evaluetion

1. Errore that can be corrected without contacting the agent

These errore may be described in general as those requiring only
editorial correction by the reviewer. They Include lack of
clarity, poor style, poor gremmar, poor phrassology, bad spelling,
and other errors of a similar nature that sre not serlious enough
to require contacting the agent, but can be corrected by the
reviewer. That is, these errors do not reflect on the quality of
the agente investigation.

The amount of time required by the reviewsr to correct thesse
errors for each of the 5 selscted reporte 1s to be recorded to
the right of each report number. The mid-points of estimated
time range to cover each report is above each column of boxes.
Notice that there is @ 5 above the column of boxee numbered 1,
15 above the column of boxes numbered 2, etc. If between 0-10
minutee of the reviewer's time 1s required to correct errors of
this type on report 1, blacken in the first box in the line of
boxees opposite Report Number 1. If 10-20 minutes were required,
blacken in the box under 15 opposite Report Number 1.

2. Errors thet require contacting the agent

These errore require clarification or more Iinformation frem the
agent about the caee; that is, they are of such a nature that the
reviewer cannot correct the report without contacting the agent.
They do not include errore requiring additional field work or
reinvestigation of any sort.

The time scale calle for an estimate of the amount of time of the
reviewer actually spent in obtaining additionsl information from
the agent and clearing up ambigulties of the nature that would
otherwise reflect on the quality of the investigation.

The mid-pointe of the time range required to correct errors of
this type on gach report are listed above the column of bexes.

If 0-20 minutes were required with the agent on Report Number 1,
blacken in the box under 10 in the row of boxes by Report Number 1,
etc,



3.

Errors that require reinvestigation

These errors are of such a nature that the agent and reviewsr can-
not make an adequate case report without some actual fleld recheck.

The following scale points are used-
The dox under a would be dlackened if no reinvestigation was required.

The box under b would be bdlackened if a minor check was required.

The box under ¢ would be blackened if two or three additional checks
were required.

The box under d would be blackened if reinvestigation wae required.

Example a: No errore requiring additional field contact
occurred.

(Minor check) The agent had failed to obtain a
needed birthdate, or an address, or birth place,
To obtain this information another contact was
necesgsary.

Example

(1-4

(Two or three additional checks) The agent had
failed to obtain two or three plecee of infor-
mation euch as listed above under Example b.

Example

10

(Reinvestigation) The agent Just didn't do the
Job he was aesigned and either he or another
agent must go back and do it right.

Example

[1-%

The next question does not refer to this particular agent. We
wvant an averege figure which showe for all agente and for each
degree of reinvestigation, your estimate of the time it takes to
oorrect each of these three types of errors.

Hov many man hours would it take to correct errors Cb, Cc, Cd

Write on the Report Evaluation Form in the appropriate blank the
number of hours it takes, in general, to meke a minor check, Cb;
two or three additional ohecks, Cc; and reinvestigation, Cd.
Because of difference of nature of assignment, the difference in
time required to correct these three degrees of reinvestigation
vary from case to case without the difference in time being an
accurate Judgment of the agents' proficiency. Therefore, this
time estimate should be based on the time required in general
(for any assignment) to correct these errors.



